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PREFACE. 



A YERY kind friend having expressed anxiety 
respecting the soandness of my religious opi- 
nions, and the consequent health of my soul, I 
was induced to give the subject further con- 
sideration; determining to '^search the scrip- 
tures '^ without note or comment, and without 
reference to any treatises one way or the other; 
so as to try whether I, as a person to whom the 
Bible and Prayer Book only were presented, 
would naturally, or could reasonably, come 
to the belief that the doctrines contained in 
the latter, could be "proved by most certain 
warranty" from the former, as stated in the 
third of the XXXIX Articles ; with due regard to 
the rule laid down in Article XX, namely that 
one portion of scripture must not be expounded 
^ so as to be repugnant to another. 



j 
I 
I 

Vi PREFACE. 

The result of that examination and consider'* | 

ation has been the conclusions contained in the | 

following pages. 

There is nothing new under tlie sun; and it 
is very probable that all that I have thought 
and written has been already expressed in 
better language by others, whose whole lives 
have been devoted to the task. Yet^ as an old 
picture may discover fresh merits by being 
accidentally placed in a particular lights so it is 
possible that my thoughts as hereafter expressed, 
may suggest some ideas or arguments that may 
not have been previously entertdned or urged. 
At all events I trust that my views are so com- 
pressed as to prevent their being found tedious 
in the private circulation for which, alone, they 

are intended by 

THE AUTHOR. 
Ckristtnas, 1865. 
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CHAPTER I. 



INTRODUCTORY. 



The greatest mistakes that are made respecting 
the nature and attributes of the Deity, and 
man^s relation to him, seem to arise from a 
partial continuance of, and inconsiderate ac- 
quiescence in, the errors, which until lately 
prevailed respecting the natural formation, 
position, and motion of the earth, and the 
literal and incontrovertible truth of the facts 
stated in the beginning of Genesis, all which 
are now blown to the winds. 

When it was believed that this earth was the 
centre of the universe, and that the sun, moon, 
and stars, were made for the sole puipose of 
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giving it^ light and heat, being, in fact, nothing 
but larger, lesser, and very small lights set in 
the firmament for the sole use and benefit of 
this earth "and all the inhabiters thereof/^ it 
is not surprising that men should have thought 
themselves the only beings, (not only on this 
earth, but in the entire universe,) who were 
worthy of, or received, the care and regard of 
the Creator. And this feeling was strengthened 
and supported, by the account of the creation, 
as given by or attributed to Moses, — the belief 
in its literal truth as held by the Jews, and 
(until very recently) by all Christians, and the 
practical assertion of that belief by setting 
apart one day in seven as a satbbath of rest. 

But now that it is known to a certainty, that 
this earth is only a very small one of the several 
worlds that revolve round the sun;* and that 
that sun is only one of innumerable suns, each 
of which is itself the centre of a separate 
system of worlds; and that there is no reason 
against, but are very cogent reasons in favour 
of, the supposition^ that most if not all of those 
worlds are inhabited by beings of equal if not 
greater intelligence than man ; and when it is 
proved that, so far from the acts of creation 
as stated in the 1st chapter of Genesis having 
been the work of six days^ according to the 
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common acceptation of that word (indeed 
taking the account literally, it is difficult to 
see how there could have been " the evening and 
the morning ^' on the firsts second, or third day^ 
when the sun, according to that account, was 
not created until the fourth) they must have 
occupied an incalculable number of years; it 
seems impossible to believe, but that the Mosaic 
account of the creation of the world and the 
origin of man, was derived merely from tra- 
dition, and from different sources. 

That the whole of the first five chapters of 
Genesis was the work of one hand, no one 
can suppose^ who is any judge of style in 
writings or has compared the different and con- 
tradictory statements therein with any degree 
of care. As to their being the work of plenary 
inspiration^ the proposition is now not arguable. 

The Books of Moses contain little more than 
the history of the Jews. Adam and Eve were, 
doubtless, the earliest pair from whom that nation 
could trace their descent, and were therefore 
treated by them as having been the first and 
only human beings created. But it seems to 
be clear, that in point of fact, there were 
numerous human beings inhabiting this earth 
before and during the time of Adam. If I 
had, otherwise, any doubt about this, I should 
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consider it distinctly proved by Genesis iv. 
14 and 15, in which, Gain (having slain Abel, 
and therefore, according to the common sup- 
position being the only man in the world, ex- 
cept Adam and Eve), is made to say, '* And 
it shall come to pass that every one that findeth 
me shall slay me. And the Lord said unto 
him, therefore whosoever slayeth Gain, ven- 
geance shall be taken on him sevenfold. And 
the Lord set a mark upon Gain, lest any finding 
him should kill him ! " Who were those of 
whom Gain was afraid ? or, who were to be 
warned (by the mark) not to kill him? If 
there were no other human beings then on 
earth, the whole is unmeaning ! 

It would certainly be strange were the com- 
monly received opinion the true one ! When 
God created man, he created them male and 
female, like the beasts: *^And God blessed 
them, and God said unto them. Be fruitful and 
multiply, and replenish the earth and subdue 
it.*' Yet Adam was 130 years old before Seth 
was born t which can hardly be reconciled 
with the divine command, on the assumption 
that Adam was the only man originally created ! 
It is also to be observed that the fifth chapter of 
Genesis purports to declare all the generations 
of Adam, and yet it takes no notice whatever 
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either of Cain or Abel, but speaks of Seth as 
the firsts and only named son of Adam, losing 
sight of all his other sons entirely; — Genesis 
being, (as before observed) a history of the 
Jews, as descendants of Seth only. 

I think it is clear that Genesis, from the 
beginning up to the fourth verse of the second 
chapter, was written by one hand ; and that 
such fourth verse, and all that follows, to the 
end of chapter iv., are spurious interpolations 
and altogether allegorical. And this, to my 
mind, completely disposes of the poem of the 
Fall of Man, and all the doctrines founded 
thereon. 
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CHAPTER II. 

MEANINGS. 

In considering the true meaning of different 
expressions contained in the Sacred Writings, 
it is most important to ascertain^ not only how 
they were used and understood at the times, 
and by the persons^ when and by whom they were 
so used; but likevrise how they were received 
by the parties to whom they were addressed. 
Due value must also be given to the highly 
figurative and hyperbolical modes of expression 
which have always been^ and still are^ employed 
in the languages of the East. 

If it be shown that certain expressions used 
in the Bible were not intended to convey, or 
were not understood to convey, the meanings 
commonly attributed to them by us, it is false 
logic, and against reason, to contend that they 
do anything but disprove the correctness of 
such our views concerning them. No higher 
or other meanings ought to be given to any 
of such expressions than those which were 
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commonly attributed to them at the time of 
utterance, unless the writers by whom they 
were recorded had stated (which none of them 
ever did) that such expressions ought then (at 
the time of writing) to be properly held to 
mean something, and what beyond, or diflferent 
from, such commonly accepted meanings, which 
(in the absence of any such explanation) must 
be taken to have been the true ones. 

'^ In the beginning,*^ as used in Genesis — 
what did it mean? The beginning of what? 
God had no beginning — eternity had no begin- 
ning I I apprehend it could not have meant 
anything but in or at the beginning of the 
history intended to be recorded in Genesis. 
So, " In the beginning " of St. John's Gospel 
meant the beginning of the occurrences related 
therein. 

The word " begin " seems to have been used 
not only in our sense, but also to represent a 
continuance of the transactions referred to. 
Thus St. Luke tells us that Jesus, '* beginning 
at Moses and all the prophets, expounded to 
them,'^ &c., which meant going through Moses 
and the prophets. And the same writer opens 
the Acts by saying, ** The former treatise have 
I made, O Theophilus, of all that Jesus began 
to do and to teach, until the day in which he 
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wa8 taken up '' — which necessarily means all 
that he did and taught during his stay on 
earth. 

Whenever '^beginning** is used in our 
sense, it refera to the commencement of some 
particular train of occurrences. And it is so 
used a great many times, particularly by St. 
John. Thus, when our Lord was asked by the 
Jews, **Who art thou?" he replied, "Even 
the same that I said unto you from the begin- 
ning^^ (John viii.25), which necessarily referred 
to his public ministry. So St. John^s first 
Epistle opens with " That which was from the 
heginning, which we have heard, which we have 
seen with our eyes, which we have looked upon, 
and our hands have handled, of the Word of 
life ; '* referring to the apostles^ intercourse with 
Christ. So he says, " which ye (the disciples) 
had from the beginning;** • "which ye have 
heard from the beginning;" "because ye have 
known him from the beginning ** — ^repeated — 
and " from the beginning " again, twice in one 
verse ; " this is the message that ye heard 
from the beginning,*' &c. 

In all the above cases the expression applies 
to some particular time, when the matters 
therein respectively referred to had their origin. 
This is necessarily the case with regard to the 
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converts to whom the Epistle was addressed. 
There St. John must have referired to the 
preaching of the Gospel; and as the same 
expression is used by the same writer in giving 
the answer of our Lord to the Jews, as above 
cited, and which could only have referred to 
the ministration of Christ on earth, I think 
the words with which his Gospel opens ought 
to have a similar limitation. 

What was the ancient meaning of the word 
which we call God ? 

It is clear that before and at the time of 
Christ*8 advent, it was applied by various 
nations to, and was understood to mean, any 
human being of a superior order or intelli- 
gence. Virgil said, "Deus nobis haec otia 
fecit,'* referring to Augustus Csesar ; and our 
Lord himself quoted " ' I said, ye are gods ;' *' 
and added, '^if he called them gods to whom 
the word of God came (and the Scripture 
cannot be broken), say ye of him whom the 
Father hath sanctified and sent into the world, 
thou blasphemest, because I said, I am the 
Son of God ? " That is as if he had said. All 
prophets and men divinely inspired were 
commonly called gods, and therefore Christ 
might properly have been called God, if he had 
thought fit to assume the title — d fortiori, he 
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was entitled to be called the Son of God. Nay, 
we are told (2 Thess. ii.) that the day of 
Christ will not come '' except there come a 
falling away first, and that man of sin be 
revealed, the son of perdition, who opposeth 
and exalteth himself above all that is called 
God, or that is worshipped, so that he, as God, 
sitteth in the temple of God, showing himself 
that he is God." 

It is clear, therefore, that the title " God " 
was then commonly applied to different, actual, 
or imaginary persons, without in the least im- 
plying that they were the Supreme Being ; so 
that even if our Lord had expressly said that 
he was God (which he never did), there would 
be nothing to show that he meant to represent 
himself as being " the only true God ! " Indeed 
(of course), any such assertion or representation 
would in itself have been a capital offence ac- 
cording to the laws of the Jews, and there 
would have been no occasion for calling any 
"false witnesses** to bring about the desired 
sentence. 

For the same reason the word " GoA/' if and 
when applied to our Lord by the apostles (St. 
Thomas for instance), ought not to be taken as 
^ving him the title that belonged to the only 
tnte God. 
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The title "son of God" is given to Adam 
(Lnke iii 38) ; and " sons of God '^ is used witk 
respect to other beings in the 6th chapter of 
Genesis, and also in Job i. 6, s^nd Hosea i. 10. 
The Jews considered themselves to be pecu- 
liarly the children of God ; — " We have God 
for our Father;" — and it was afterwards ap- 
plied to the Christians generally. Thus St. John 
in his Gospel (i. 12), tells us that Christ gave 
power to those who believed in him, to become 
the sons of God. In his 1st Epistle (iii. 1, 2), 
he calls the Christians the sons of God; and 
St. Paul gives the title to the righteous ; — " For 
as many as are led by the Spirit of God, they 
are the sons of God " (Rom. viii. 14.) — The 
same phrase is used in the 19th verse, though 
the exact meaning seems uncertain; — "That 
ye may be blameless and harmless, the Sons of 
God" (Phil. ii. 15). It is used (as already ob- 
served), in Genesis, Job and Hosea. What did 
it mean there ? It was used with respect to our 
Lord, by the Roman centurion who watched 
his death ! What did the centurion mean ? 
Above all, Nebuchadnezzar said '* And the form 
of the fourth is like the Son of God." What 
did he mean? Surely not the second person 
in a Trinity of which he had no notion ! surely 
not "the God" whom he worshipped! and 
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therefore surely not God at all, but the Repre- 
tentative of God, and possibly, " the image of 
God/' 

The title " Son of God/' cannot be held to 
mean God himself; for, besides grammar, and 
the necessary consequence, that it would equally 
deify all those to whom the phrase was applied, 
our Lord himself draws a clear distinction be- 
tween them, thus : — Ye call them Gods to whom 
the word of God comes I I am one whom God 
has expressly sanctified and sent into the world 
for a particular purpose ; and, therefore, I might 
have properly called myself God. But I have 
done no such thing, for I have only called my- 
self the Son of God, which means no more than 
the representative or messenger of God ! — 
'* Lastly he sent his Son ! '* 

The expression, " sons of God," seems to have 
been used throughout the scriptures, to de« 
signate sacred people or individuals; and to be 
peculiarly applicable to those who were di- 
vinely inspired. And the expressions, ** only 
begotten,'' &c., were introduced to give pre- 
eminence, infinite and exclusive pre-eminence, to 
the person to whom they were applied. In 
the epistle of St. James (i. 18), it is said, "of 
his (the Father's) own will begat he us with 
the word of truth" And th^ word *^ begotten " 
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as applied to Christy had only the same mean- 
ing as that of *' begat/' as applied to "us." 
What else, could or can it mean ? 

With respect to the accounts of the mira- 
culous conception, as contained in two of the 
Gospels, (the genuineness and authenticity of 
which are alike disputed), I do not consider it 
to be very important to my argument, whether 
they be 'right or wrong. We are told in various 
places, that Christ was to be of the seed of 
David, according to the flesh, etc.; and accord- 
ing to both the different genealogies given by 
St. Matthew and St. Luke, the only way in 
which our Lord's descent from David could be 
traced, was through Joseph as his actual father. 
However, for the sake of argument, let us 
assume that the conception was miraculous. 
But what does " miraculous'' mean ? It means, 
something contrary to, or out of, the laws of 
nature, so far as they are known to us ! 

Now not to go into less certain cases, let us 
take that of Isaac ! According to the account 
in Genesis, it is clear that he was miraculously 
conceived; that is, the conception was contrary 
to the known laws of nature, and was effected 
by a particular exercise of the will and power 
of God. Why should it be thought that there 
was any more difficulty, or any superior or other 
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exercise of that will and power in the one case^ 
than in the other? Both were equally the result 
of the same agency ; viz., Divine inspiration. 

Bat whether the miraculous conception were^ 
or not> what St. Paul calls a vain, profane, and 
old wife's fable, the nature of Christ was the 
same. 
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CHAPTER III. 



Christ's nature. 



It seems to have been very soon doubted 
whether our Lord was really a human being 
at all — whether he had, in fact, come in the 
flesh j and St. John, not only in his first 
Epistle but also in his Gospel, lays great stress 
upon this point. 

The Athanasian Creed asserts, and I readily 
admit, that he was perfect man; and the only 
question is, whether he was also perfect God, 
in the meaning of that Creed. I think that 
he was not. I think that he was endowed 
with the Spirit of God — by which I mean 
Divine inspiration — to an extent that had 
never before been imparted to man, and which, 
in the figurative and exaggerated language of 
the country, was said to be without measure 
— and that to that extent and in that language 
he was entitled to be called, and was, God ! 
But that he was not actually the omniscient 
and omnipotent Deity I consider to be clearly 
shown, not only from his own words but from 
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the facts recorded in, and the whole tenor of, 
the New Testament. ^' Of that time knoweth 
no one, but the Father only;'^ ** I can do 
nothing of myself" These alone are sufficient 
to show that he was neither omniscient nor 
omnipotent. As to the first, he was (according 
to the report) clearly in error. It is stated 
that our Lord said^ and repeated in the most 
solemn form, that the then existing genera- 
tion should not pass away till all the things 
he had prophesied should be fulfilled ! 
But those prophecies included the second 
coming of the Son of man to judge the world. 
And it was so understood by St. Peter, who 
said that the end of all things was then at 
hand, and by St. Paul who said, '^ we shall not 
all sleep, but we shall all be changed '^ etc.. 
and it was^ certainly imagined that St. John 
was one of those who would not sleep, but be 
changed ! Yet near 2,000 years have gone by, 
and the prophecy still remains unfulfilled! 
He went to the fig-tree expecting to find figs 
thereon, but was disappointed; he did not 
know that it was barren; he did not expect 
such faith as be found in the Svro-Phoenician 
woman and others ! When the deaf man was 
cured, •* he charged them that they should tell 
no man^ but the more lie charged them, so 
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much the more a great deal, they published it.'^ 
Did he know that this would be the case ? If 
80, he must have given the charge with the 
object of bringing about the direct contrary, 
a proceeding which can hardly be attributed to 
the Son of God! Again, our Lord himself 
expressly declared that he would not be omni- 
potent, even when he came to his kingdom: 
for he told the mother of Zebedee's children, 
that the dignities which she asked for them 
were not Christ's to give, but would be for 
those for whom they were prepared by the 
Father (Matt. xx. 23). So that even in his 
kingdom he would (as St. Paul says) be subject 
unto the Father, God being all in all. 

To show that our Lord himself felt and de- 
clared his inferiority to, and dependence upon 
the Father, it is only necessary to take a few 
passages from St. John's Gospel. Chap. v. : *' The 
Son can do nothing of himself, but what he 
seeth the Father do. For the Father loveth the 
Son, and sheweth him all things that himself 
doeth; and he will shew him greater works than 
these, that ye may marvel. I can of mine own 
self do nothing; as I hear, I judge; and my 
judgment is just, because I seek not mine own 
will, but the will of the Father, which hath sent 
me. But I have a greater witness than that of 

c 
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John: for the works which the Father hath 
given me to finish^ the same works that I do^ 
bear witness of me, that the Father hath sent 
me" Chap. xii. : *' For I have not spoken of my- 
self : but the Father which sent me^ he gave me 
a commandment what I should say, and what 
I should speak; and I know that Eis command- 
ment is life everlasting. Whatsoever I speak 
therefore, even as the Father said unto me, so 
I speak." Chap.xvii.: " And this is life eternal; 
that they might know thee (Father) the only 
true God, and Jesus Christ whom tbou hast sent. 
I have finished the work which thou gavest me 
to do. As thou (Father) hast sent me into the 
world, even io have I also sent them (the apostles) 
into the world, and the glory which thou gavest 
me, I have given to them/' And this he repeated 
in chap, xx.^ saying, '^ As my Father hath sent 
me, even so send I you " — ^And this, be it ob- 
served, was after his resurrection ! 

In confirmation of the above, and to show 
what was thought of the subject by the apostles, 
let us take a few texts from the Epistles. 

In 1 Cor. iii., St. Paul says '* Whether Paul 
or ApoUos, etc., all are yours, — and ye are 
Christ's, and Christis God's" — That is, Paul and 
Apollos, etc., bear the same relation to you, 
that you do to Christ, and Christ does to God. 
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What that relation was, we are told in chap. iv. 
in which (expressly stating that he had in a 
figure transferred these things to himself and 
Apollos) he calls it that of a minister or ser- 
vant! And that there might be no mistake, he 
put the converse in chap, xi., stating that the 
head of woman is man, that of man is Christ, 
and that of Christ is God ; putting God in the 
same relation to Christ, as Christ to man, and 
man to woman; — ^viz., the head or ruler. The 
above are direct assertions that Christ was the 
servant of God, who was his ruler. 

But there are besides, multitudes of texts that 
go to the same point. To take a few of them— 
In Romans xv., St. Paul calls Jesus Christ ^' a 
minister of the circumcision " (whatever that 
may mean) using the same word that in the 
following chapter is applied to Phebe as a servant 
of the church at Cenchrea! Now can it be 
supposed, that St. Paul would have applied the 
same expression to the Great **God of Gods," 
as he used with respect to the. office held by 
Phebe? 

1 Cor. vi. 14 : '* And God hath both raised up 
the Lord, and will also raise up us, by his own 
power." Uere God is spoken of as the operator — 
the iiord and us, equally, as Operatees. How 
then can the Lord be God Himself? 
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lCor.viii.4,etc. : "And there is none other God 
hut one. For though there he that ^recalled gods, 
whether in heaven or inearth, (as there he gods 
many, and lords many,) but to us, there is but 
One God, the Father, of whom are all things, 
and we in him; and one Lord Jesus Christ, by 
whom are all things, and we Ay him." We 
should mark not only the difference in the pre- 
positions, but the clear distinction that is made 
between the titles God, and Lord; the first 
being given to the Father only, and the latter 
to Christ only. How then can Christ have been 
God? 

2 Cor. iii. 4: '* And such trust have we 
through Christ, to God ward," or towards God. 
The first is the means, the second the end !— 
therefore they can not be the same. 

2 Cor. iv. 4: " Christ who is the image of 
God;" and Col. i. 15 : "who is the image of 
the invisible God." ^' So God created man in 
his own image ; in the image of God created 
he him: male.and female created he them." An 
image is the representation of what it is not. 
Therefore Christ was not God himself. 

In 1 Tim.ii.5, we are told that there is one 
God, and one Mediator between God and man ; 
the man Christ Jesus. In Gal. iii. 20, we are 
told that " a mediator is not of one — ^but God 
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is one," clearly implying that the mediator there 
referred tOji who was unquestionably Christ, was 
not to be put in. the same category with God. 

1 Peter iii. 22 : " Who (Jesus Christ) is gone 
into heaven, and is on the right hand of God: 
angels and authorities and powers being made 
subject unto him.'^ Surely, if Jesus Christ had 
been the Great God Himself, the angels, etc. 
would necessarily have been subject to him, 
without being made to be so ! 

1 Peter v. 4: '' When the chief shepherd shall 
appear." The elders had just been spoken of 
as shepherds, the feeders of the flock; and Christ 
is now called "the Chief Shepherd," that is, shep- 
herd of shepherds, not '* God of Gods." 

There is one text which has, I believe, been 
thought to show that Christ was God, in the 
Athanasian Creed sense, but which seems to me 
to prove the direct contrary. 1 Tim. vi. 14: 
That thou keep this commandment until the 
appearing of our Lord Jesus Christ, which (the 
appearing) in his times, he shall show, who is 
the blessed and only potentate, &c. We are 
told by Christ himself that the time of his ap- 
pearing was not known to himself, but to the 
Father only I Therefore it is clear that ** which 
in His time He shall show, who is," &c., cannot 
apply to the Son, but applies to the Father only : 
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and 80 far from making out Christ to be the 
blessed and only potentate, &c., it completely 
negatives the assumption, by declaring that 
those titles belonged only to that Being, in ifhose 
hands was the time of the appearing of our 
Lord Jesus Christ; and who^ he himself says, 
is " the Father only." 
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CHAPTER IV. 

I 

HOLY GHOST. 

The word whicli is sometimes translated ghost 
is the same as that which is elsewhere rendered 
by spirit, and it is not easy to see why the latter 
was not always used, except it were for the pur- 
pose of giving a greater effect to the precon- 
ceived notion of the personification of the holy 
Spirit. 

Now we have the following expressions : The 
Spirit, my Spirit, the Holy Ghost, the Holy Spirit, 
spirit of God, spirit of Christ, spirit of the Son, 
holy spirit of God, spirit of man, spirit of truth, 
spirit of error, spirit of life, spirit of bondage, 
spirit of adoption, spirit of glory, spirit of wis- 
dom, spirit of fear, spirit of power, spirit of 
love, spirit of a sound mind, etc. In all those 
cases the original word is, I believe, the same. 
And in all, the expression is used to denote the 
essence and power of the being, quality, con- 
dition, etc. to which it refers, and which it is 
intended to represent, and to clothe with par- 



24 - THOUGHTS ON THE 

ticular force, emphasis, and energy. What else 
could be meant by '^ the spirit of a sound mind? " 
" The spirit of truth " is used in direct opposi- 
tion to *'the spirit of error !^^ I presume no 
one will say that the latter, as so used, meant 
the imaginary person called the Devil, but only 
error itself! and in the same way, I apprehend 
that the former meant truth itself! But ^* the 
spirit of truth " is the name given to the holy 
Spirit as the Comforter who was to come to the 
disciples after the death of their Lord, and who 
(that is. Truth personified) was to instruct them 
further in the principles of Christianity, and 
bring to their remembrance what their Lord had 
done and taught. AH which would be the pro- 
vince of fas we should say) Truth itself. 

Under these views, let us consider what is the 
meaning of the word Spirit with reference to 
God, and particularly what was meant by the 
phrase ** Holy Ghost or Spirit ! " I presume no 
one will deny that the latter means the same as 
" the spirit of God, '^ and as '^ my spirit," when 
attributed to God as being used by him. It is 
therefore the same that we are told in Genesis, 
moved on the face of the waters, etc., and that 
God said should not always be at enmity with 
man. It is an expression that was well known 
and had a definite meaning amongst the Jews, 
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before, at, and after the coming of Christ. This 
is clear; for the angel Gabriel told Zachariah 
that the Son that was to be born to him, should 
be filled with the Holy Ghost from his mother's 
womb. So Mary was told that the Holy Ghost 
should come upon her; and Joseph was told that 
the conception was of the Holy Ghost. So John 
the Baptist told the people that he that was 
coming after him should baptise them with the 
Holy Ghost ; and our Lord himself told the 
Jews what David said, ** by (or in) the Holy 
Ghost." 

Now, of course, it cannot be argued^ that 
either the angel Gabriel or our Lord himself, 
used the expression, or intended it to be re- 
ceived by the parties to whom it was addressed, 
in any but its true meaning ; and its true mean- 
ing, to those parties, must have been that in 
which it was then commonly understood ! 
What could that meaning have been? 

It is unquestionable that in no part of the 
Old Testament have we any revelation of God 
under the form represented in the Athanasian 
or Nicene Creed ; on the contrary, the absolute 
and indivisible unity of the Deity was, and is, 
the fundamental principle of the Jewish re- 
ligion : and it would have been immediate 
death for any Jew to assert anything at all 
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approaching to the allegations in the Athanasian 
Creed. It is therefore impossible that the ex- 
pression *^ Holy Ghost " could have been then 
understood to refer to one of three several per- 
sons, of whom the Godhead was composed, or 
anything like it! Therefore Zachariah, Mary, 
Joseph, and the people at large, must have 
understood it as meaning something totally 
different from that; and it was intended that 
they should so understand it I But neither the 
angel nor Christ could have intended to deceive 
or mislead the parties addressed, by giving them 
a wrong impression with respect to such phrase. 
Therefore the expression as used in our Saviour's 
time, did not mean what is stated in the Atha- 
nasian Creed; but did mean something totally 
different. 

What did it mean? It meant to express, in 
the figurative language of the East, a personifi- 
cation of the Essential Spirit, an image of that 
which is impalpable^ an idea of that which is 
incomprehensible, and to give that expression 
peculiar force and effect. 

That the expression *' spirit of God^* meant 
no more than this, is shown by 1 Cor. ii. 11, in 
which St. Paul says "For what man knoweth 
the things of a man, save the spirit of man 
which is in him? Even so the things of God 
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knoweth no man, [or, more correctly '* no one"] 
bnt the Spirit of God." Thus the spirit of man 
is put in juxta-position with the Spirit of God^ 
that is, the Holy Ghost. Therefore the Holy 
Ghost bears the same relation {mutatis mutandis) 
to God, as the spirit of man does to man- him- 
self; that is to say, his will and power, his vital 
principle, his scient quality. Therefore " the 
Holy Ghost *' is merely a personification of the 
will and power of God; and " filled with the 
Holy Ghost'^ is only a figurative expression for 
'* filled by or with the will and power of God." 
The word translated ghost or spirit, meant 
also life, and breath, and essence; and it isthat^ 
from the Latin synonyme for which comes our 
word " inspiration," so that Holy Ghost, really 
meant divine essence, breath, effluence, infusion, 
influence, power, or in common parlance, " in- 
spiration from God;" and if it be taken in this 
way (which was certainly the way in which it 
was used) in all the cases in which it occurs in 
the New Testament, it will not only be found 
to give a clear and intelligible sense to those 
passages, but to be free from those inconsist- 
encies and contradictions to which it is exposed 
according to the reading of such passages, as 
given by the Book of Common Prayer, and 
particularly by the Athanasian Creed. 
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The only texts in Scripture which can be 
reasonably urged to show that the Holy Spirit 
was a person, and not a thing, are those contained 
in the 14th, 15th, and 16th chapters of St. John^s 
Gospel. Let us examine them. 

John xiv. 16: ** And I will pray the Father, 
and he shall give you another Comforter that 
he may abide with you for ever, (17) Even the 
Spirit of truth whom the world cannot receive, 
because it seeth him not, neither knoweth him; 
but ye know him, for he dwelleth in you and 
shall be with you.^' I believe that the words 
'^whom," "him,^^ and ^^he," would haye been 
quite as properly written, "which" and "it.' 
But suppose it be not sob the *^ Comforter" 
(Paracletos) is the antecedent; and that is a 
masculine (and feminine, but not neuter,) noun, 
to which the masculine pronoun would be pro- 
perly attached. So in xiv. 26, the Comforter 
is certainly the antecedent to the pronoun ; and 
the same, in xv. 26. True it is, that in xvi. 13 
it is said *' Howbeit when he, the Spirit of truth 
is come, he will guide you into all truth;" the 
pronoun is unquestionably the masculine one, 
and it may be doubted whether it refers to 
Paracletos as understood. But let us take the 
whole passage together, and see whether " the 
Spirit of truth'' could have been the third per- 
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son in the Trinity, equal to the Father. *' He 
will guide you into all truth : for he shall not 
speak of himself; but whatsoever he shall hear, 
that shall he speak: and he will show you things 
to come. He shall glorify me: for he shall re- 
ceive of mine, and shall show it unto you. All 
things that the Father hath are mine: therefore 
said I, that he shall take of mine, nnd show it 
unto you." 

This expressly states that the Comforter had 
no independent authority or power to commu- 
nicate anything beyond what he was instructed 
to do; — what he should hear; — necessarily from 
another ! That other could be none but the 
Father! For although Christ said that the 
Spirit of Truth " shall receive of mine/^ yet he 
took care to explain that he called it {truth) his, 
because he had received it (the truth) from the 
Father. How then can it be contended that 
'^ the Comforter," whether a being, or person, 
essence, power, or thing, who could only com- 
municate to the apostles what he or it should 
hear from the Father, could be the third person 
in the Godhead, or " such as the Father?" 

Besides our Lord expressly says that the 
Spirit of Truth was then known to the disciples, 
and dwelt in them— then, at the time of his 
speaking. But we are told elsewhere (John vii. 
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39) that the Holy Ghost was not then given, 
because Jesus was not *' yet glorified/' so that 
'' the Holy Ghost," and " the Spirit of Truth " 
cannot be held to be identical. The former 
meaning divine inspiration generally, and the 
latter meaning that particular inspiration which 
would enable the apostles to perceive and appre- 
ciate *' the &uth as it is in Jesus/' and to dis- 
tinguish it from error. 

They had already been partially gifted with 
divine inspiration, which was more fully im- 
parted to them by their risen master, when he 
breathed upon them and said, " receive ye the 
Holy Ghost *' (John xx. 22) ; and they were 
probably completely endowed with it on the day 
of Pentecost; as recorded in the Acts: to which 
we will now more particularly refer. 

After our Lord's resurrection he told the 
apostles ^^ and these signs shall follow them that 
believe. In my name shall they cast out devils, 
they shall speak with new tongues " etc., that is, 
they shall be endowed with miraculous powers 
(Mark xvi. 17.) On the same occasion, accord- 
ing to St. John (xx. 22) Christ breathed upon 
them and said to them " Receive ye the Holy 
Ghost;" and according to St. Luke (xxiv. 49) 
he told them to remain in Jerusalem until they 
were " endued with power from on high." 
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This (power) is, in my opinion, what was 
conferred upon them on the day of Pentecost : 
namely, the miraculous powers of speaking in, 
or being heard as if speaking in, different lan- 
guages, etc. And so it was in the other cases, in 
which it was said that the Holy Ghost was given 
to the converts, '^ and they spake with tongues," 
etc. This exactly corresponds with what our 
Lord said would be the consequence of faith in 
him, " they shall speak with new tongues," etc. 
And if (as I think) the Holy Ghost is merely 
the will ani power of God, divine inspiration 
personified, the descent of the Holy Ghost, as 
stated in the Acts to have taken place several 
times, on different persons, is merely a figurative 
or poetical way of stating that those persons 
received the " power from on high " which was 
promised by Christ, to his disciples. 

If the Holy Ghost were the third person in 
the Trinity, and came down upon the Christian 
converts, according to the literal interpretation 
of the statements to that effect, contained in the 
Acts, one would expect that the same powers 
would have fallen upon all. But St. Paul ex- 
pressly tells the Corinthians that it was not so, 
on the contrary, some were workers of miracles, 
others had the gifts of tongues, and so on; 
and he added that the gift of tongues (almost 
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the only one that is stated to have followed 
the descent of the Spirit) was comparatively 
worthless. 

Surely it could not have been necessary that 
the third person in the Trinity should manifest 
himself merely for that! and as surely, if the 
apostles and converts had thought that there 
was such third person, and that he was so mani- 
festing himself, they would have hid their faces 
(Uke Moses) or given some other intimation of 
the feelings with which they must have been 
impressed by such an awful occurrence ! But 
they seem to have taken all that occurred as a 
matter of course, a natural consequence, accord- 
ing to the promise given by Christ that they 
should " be endued with power from on high." 
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CHAPTER V. 



ATHANASIAN CREED. 



We may safely defy the production of any 
text or expression in either of the Gospels^ that 
affords any foundation for the doctrine of the 
Trinity, as contained in the Athanasian Creed. 
There are certainly words which taken literally, 
and without reference to the context and other 
explanatory statements, may with considevable 
straining, be thought to imply that the Father 
and the Son were one being. But there is posi- 
tively nothing to show that the Holy Ghost 
was the third person in the Trinity; and if 
there were only two persons, there was (of 
course) no Trinity. 

We are told, by St. Luke in particular, that 
our Lord, after his resurrection, expounded to 
them (the two disciples) the things concerning 
himself, and that he afterwards opened the 
understandings of the eleven apostles, that 
they might understand the scriptures ; and in 
the Acts, we are told, that he was with them 
forty days, speaking of the things pertaining 
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to the kingdom of God 1 What was it that he 
so said? St. Luke tells us: — "And said unto 
them, thus it is written, and thus it behoved 
Christ to suffer, and to rise fSrom the dead the 
third day; and that repentance and remission 
of sins should be preached in his name among 
all nations, beginning at Jerusalem/^ That is 
to say^ this was the gist, the sum and sub- 
stance, the effect of all that he told them on 
the subject. 

Now where is there in this the slightest pos- 
sible hint of the Athanasian Creed doctrine? 
He expcfunded to them the things concerning 
himself, and spoke of those pertaining to the 
kingdom of God ! Did he tell them (what if it 
were true, would have been) the most important 
thing concerning himself or the kingdom of 
God, namely, that there were three persons 
in the Godhead, and he was one of them? If 
he did, how is it that no mention is made of 
the circumstance? If he did not (and it were 
true), he certainly did not expound to them the 
things concerning himself, or those pertaining 
to the kingdom of God. 

Jesus himself, neither before nor after the 
crucifixion, ever taught the Athanasian Creed 
doctrine, or anything like it. But (as he ex- 
pressly stated) the end for which he was born, 
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and the cause for which he came into the world 
was to bear witness to the Truth ! (John xviii. 
37.) The Truth ! Could there be a greater or 
more important truth (if a truth at all) than 
the Athanasian Creed doctriiie? Did he bear 
witness to that f If he did, why is not the tes- 
timony recorded? If he did not, why? — ^What 
other answer is there than, because it is not true? 
Remember that St. Luke wrote his Gospel for 
the express purpose that Theophilus might know 
the certainty oi. those things wherein he had 
been instructed. If therefore he had been in- 
structed in the Athanasian Creed doctrine, or 
to that effect, surely Ifeomething would have 
been said, by way of certifying the truth of it, 
in the Acts. Nevertheless, from the beginning 
to the end of that treatise, there does not seem 
to be a single expression, tending to show that 
any of the apostles either believed or taught 
any such doctrine; but there is abundant evi- 
dence to the contrary. 

There is not in the Acts a single expression 
giving personality to the Holy Ghost, or using 
that phrase in any way that would not be 
equally answered by " divine inspiration !" 

Although we are told by St. Matthew that 
the apostles were commanded to baptise all 
nations ^' in* the name of the Father, and of the 
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Son, and of the Holy Ghost/' and although the 
Acts relates several instances of baptism, yet in 
not one of those cases is it said that any such 
formula was used; nothing more is stated than 
that the persons were baptised '^ into the name 
of the Lord Jesus 1" and the Holy Ghost seems 
not to have had any part or portion in any such 
baptism. 

St. Paul told the elders of the church at 
Ephesus (Acts xx. 22) that he had not shunned 
to declare to them all the counsels of God : that 
is, all that he knew about or from God. Yet 
he told Agrippa (30 years after the death of 
Christ, and 27 years after St. Paul's conversion) 
that he had never asserted anything besides 
those thiugs which Moses and the Prophets had 
said should come ; and that he had not com* 
mitted any oflFence against the laws of the Jews. 
If that were true, he certainly had not tauglit 
that the Godhead was composed of more than 
one person or being. 

The epistle to the Hebrews is particularly 
free from all reference to the Holy Ghost or 
anything besides, that would suggest theTrinity- 
in-Unity of the Godhead. Yet such Trinity-in- 
Unity would have been the point to be parti- 
cularly pressed upon and explained to that 
nation, if it were true: inasmuch as it was 
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directly at variance with the fundamental prin- 
ciple of their religion^ and formed (as it still 
forms) the chief '' stumbling block " in the way 
of their becoming Christians. 

The epistles to Timothy, and that to Titus, 
were clearly written by way of instructions to 
them as to the doctrines and principles that 
they were to uphold in the churches to which 
they were respectively appointed. If, then, the 
doctrine of the Trinity were true, one would 
expect to find special directions for their govern- 
ment upon that point. But there is no such 
thing ! On the contrary, St. Paul's most im- 
portant injunctions for their guidance were 
that they should teach that Jesus Christ of the 
seed of David was raised from the dead; that 
they should impress all their converts with 
the necessity of living honest, sober, and 
virtuous lives, and that they should themselves 
afford an example in well doing, and should 
*' avoid foolish questions and genealogies, and 
contentions and strivings about the law, for they 
are unprofitable and vain/^ 

But this is not all. We are told (Acts xviii. 
24) that ApoUos, a Jew, mighty in the scriptures, 
came to Ephesus; was instructed in the way of 
the Lord, and taught accordingly; knowing 
only the baptism of John. Aquila and Priscilla 
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expounded to him the way of God more per- 
fectly. He afterwards went into Achaia, and 
helped the disciples there; and mightily con- 
vinced the Jews, publicly showing by the 
scriptures that Jesus was the Christ! Did 
ApoUos preach that Christ was one of the persons 
in the Trinity, the Holy Ghost being the third, 
or anything to that effect ? Certainly not ! For 
whilst ApoUos was at Corinth,where of course he 
was preaching as before, Paul came to Ephesus, 
and asked the disciples whether they had re- 
ceived the Holy Ghost; to which they replied that 
they had not so much as heard that there was 
any Holy Ghost! So that although they were 
disciples, and had been instructed, and believed 
that Jesus was the Christ, yet they had never 
heard anything about a Holy Ghost ; that is to 
say, divine inspiration! Neither ApoUos, nor 
Aquila, nor FriscUla, had told them anything 
about it : and St. Paul does not seem to have 
enlightened them upon the subject, for although 
he baptised them, it was not into the name of 
the Father and of the Son and of the Holy 
Ghost, but into that of the Lord Jesus only. 

Once more, and at the risk of being charged 
with tautology; When our Lord was giving an 
account of what would take place on his second 
'* coming, in the clouds of heaven, with power 
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and great glory/' he expressly declared that the 
time of such second advent was known to no 
one; no, not to the angels in heaven^ nor to the 
Son; but to the Father only ! (Matt. xxiv. 36, 
and Mark xiii. 32). Was it God the Son who 
said that ? Did not God the Son know that time, 
as well as God the feather? ** Such as the Father 
is, such is the Son." If, then, the Father knew 
that time, so did the Son, or he would not be 
omniscient I But Christ is reported to have «aid 
that the Son did not know it : therefore either 
the statement in the gospels, or that in the Greed 
must be erroneous! Perhaps it will be said 
that it was only the human nature of the Son, 
that was not informed, not the second person 
in the Trinity ! But this is no answer; for the 
third person in the Trinity is also said to be 
excluded from the knowledge, which is expressly 
stated to be confined to the first person only ! 
Now the third person has no human leaven ; but 
"is all Spirit, " such as the Father ! '' And assum- 
ing that the Holy Spirit had a separate person- 
ality of his own, the question is whether, 
according to the solemn statement by Christ 
above referred to, the time^of his second appear- 
ance was known to the Holy Spirit, as well as 
to the Father? If the assertion had been that 
it was known to no being or person but to God 
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alone, the argument would fail: because, then, 
it would be reasonably and properly contended 
(according to the Creed) that *'God^^ included 
all the three persons of or in the Godhead. 
But the exception is expressly limited to one of 
those />^50?i«; and therefore necessarily excludes 
both the other persons I Therefore the time in 
question was not known either to God the Son^ 
or. to God the Holy Ghost; neither of whom 
(consequently) was omniscient, nor '^ such as the 
Father." 

Then comes St. Paul, who, knowing that Christ 
had declared that \he time of his second ap- 
pearance was in the sole keeping of the Father 
only^ says (1 Tim. vi. 15) that He who so kept 
the time of sucK appearance, namely the Father, 
is '' the blessed and only potentate^ the King of 
kings, and Lord of lords," etc., to the exclusion 
of the Son and the Holy Ghost, neither of whom 
had the command of such time; nor was (there- 
fore) Omnipotent f nor (consequently) " such as 
the Father." 

It has been said that the revelation made by 
Christ to the apostles respecting his person and 
ofBce, was not complete even at the time of his 
ascension; but was continued and enlarged from 
time to time^ even subsequently to the Apostolic 
age; and that, thereforeyit is possible that the 
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apostles themselves never understood or believed 
the doctrine of the Trinity. 

But how can this be? The supporters of that 
doctrine declare (of course) that it is taught, or 
stated, or suggested^ in the Bible, particularly 
the books of the New Testament ! without this, 
where would be their, or Its, foundation ? Then 
did the writers of those books intend to teach or 
suggest that doctrine, or did they not? If they 
did, they must have held and believed it them- 
selves ; and if so, why did they not express it 
plainly? If they did not intend to teach or 
suggest it, we are wrong in giving a meaning 
or effect to their words, of which they themselves 
had no conception ! 

Besides, we are expressly tdd that the risen 
Christ opened the understandings of the Apostles, 
and expounded to them from all the scriptures, 
" the things concerning himself," which would 
not be true, if he being one of the persons in 
the Godhead, consisting of the Father, Himself 
and the Holy Ghost; omitted to instruct them 
to that effect. 

It seems to me, therefore, that the Athanasian 
Greed doctrine is no part of the Gospel of 
Christ. 
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CHAPTER VI. 



APOSTOLIC DOCTRINES, 



Did St. Paul teach or believe the doctrine of 
the Trinity ? 

As I have elsewhere remarked, for a Jew to 
declare that the God of Abraham was composed 
of more than one person, would have been death 
by the Law of Moses ; and if that had been 
what the apostles taught in Jerusalem, there 
would have been no question as to their being 
liable to that punishment. But no such charge, 
notwithstanding the inveteracy of their enemies, 
was ever made against any of them; and as 
regards St. Paul, it is clear that he was called 
in question solely "of the hope and resurrection ^ 

of the dead,^^ for the Pharisees said (Acts xxiii. ] 

9), "We find no evil in this man." And so 
again in xxiv. 15 — 21, St. Paul confined his 
defence to his belief in the resurrection of 
the dead. So, again, he told Festus (xxv. 8), 
"Neither against the law of the Jews, nor against 
the Temple, nor against Caesar, have I offended 
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anything at all": — and in verse 11 he says that 
the Jews did not accuse him of anything worthy 
of death. So again, before Agrippa^ who was 
expert in all customs and questions that were 
among the Jews^ St. Paul only addressed him- 
self to the same question, stating that it was for 
the hope of the resurrection that he was accused 
by the Jews ; and that it was because he^ in 
obedience to the heavenly vision, exhorted men 
''to repent and turn to God^ and do works 
meet for repentance (and this only) that he had 
been arrested." 

Besides, it is clear that St. Paul did not 
preach that the nature of the Deity (which was 
and is the same from everlasting to everlasting) 
was in the least degree different from that under 
which He was represented in the. Old Testa- 
ment. For he expressly says that he taught 
none other things tlian those which the prophets 
and Moses had said should come to pass; 
namely, " That Christ should suffer, and that 
he should be the first that should rise from the 
dead^ and should show light unto the people and 
the Gentiles.^' 

Now^ recollect that this took place about 
thirty years after the gospel had been preached; 
and long after the disciples had become recog- 
nised^ and known by the name of ''Christians;'' 
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and yet the high priest and his hired advocate, 
Tertullus, did not attempt to set up any charge 
against St. Paul, except that he had preached 
the resurrection of the dead, and was (errone- 
ously) supposed to have introduced two Greeks 
into the Temple at Jerusalem. 

It seems to me that these circumstances dis- 
tinctly prove that St. Paul did not preach the 
doctrine of the Trinity. Most certainly he 
would have preached it if he had believed it ! — 
Therefore he did not believe it ! Therefore it 
is not true. 

Again, St. Luke's Gospel and the Acts of the 
Apostles were both written for the express and 
particular use of Theophilus. The latter refers to 
the former, and therefore the two mu^t be taken 
together and read as one work. What, then, 
were the object and intent of each ? — Why, 
that Theophilus might feel assured of the cer- 
tainty of those things wherein he had been 
instructed, and which were most surely believed 
amongst the Christians. And yet (as has been 
said before), if the doctrine of the Trinity were 
true, the object which St. Luke had in view in 
taking the trouble to write those two treatises 
seems to have been entirely overlooked by him 
in their composition. For he omitted to in- 
struct his ^* most excellent Theophilus" in, or 
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to give him the grammar or outline or even a 
distant hint of, the mystery which, according 
to the Athanasian Creed, it wad necessary for 
Theophilus to believe, or *^ without doubt he 
would perish everlastingly/' 

Did St. Luke entertain the doctrine of the 
Trinity; or the substance of the Athanasian 
Creed ? If he did, how came he to omit to 
instruct Theophilus on the subject ? The only 
reasonable explanation is, that St. Luke did not 
believe the doctrine, either in form or substance. 

The same observation applies to all the other 
apostles whose writings are brought down to us. 
Can any reason or motive be suggested for 
their having omitted to state the doctrine of 
the Trinity in at least as plain and compre- 
hensible terms as those in which it is attempted 
to be set forth in the Athanasian or Nicene 
Creeds, except that in truth none of them ever 
taught or held any such doctrine? It seems to 
me to be derogatory to the apostles and our 
Lord, as well as the Great God Himself, to 
suppose that Jesus, who was born and came 
into the world for the express purpose of bearing 
witness to the truth, and the apostles, who had 
(as he tells us himself) the same commission from 
him as he had from the Father, should have 
neglected, one and all of them, to bear clear 
and positive witness to that which, according 
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to the Athanasian Creed, was and is the very 
most solemn and important truth that could or 
can be presented to mankind. 

And is it not almost a contradiction to sup- 
pose that Almighty wisdom would have given a 
revelation of essential truths to mankind, exclu- 
sively or primarily, in obscure or doubtful 
portions of voluminous writings? Assuredly 
we ought not to be so faithless as to doubt that 
the revelation of God in Jesus Christ is such 
that it may be influentially conveyed to men in 
any language under heaven, by any man who 
has himself received it, in the love of it, into 
his own heart. How is it that as regards the 
doctrines of the Trinity, no such statement 
was ever giyen ? 

The only explanation that occurs to me as 
worthy of Christ and his character and apos- 
tles is, that the Trinity in Unity of the God- 
head was not any part of the truth to which 
they were to bear witness. In other words, 
that it was not nor is it true ! 

If I be asked what then was the use or pur- 
port or effect of the advent of Christ? I answer, 
that he came to preach the Gospel of the 
kingdom (a new religion) and to prove the 
truth of what he preached by the works which 
he did in the Father's name ; and finally by his 
own death, resurrection, and ascension. 
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CHAPTER VII. 

TRINITARIAN TEXTS. 

There are certain passages upon which great 
reliance is made, as proofs of Jesus having been 
absolute God ; such proof resting mainly on the 
introduction or omission of the definite article 
in the Greek manuscripts. That is a question 
which I do not presume to touch, except by the 
following remarks: — * 

The plays of Shakespeare, were written, acted, 
and printed between two and three centuries ago. 
Yet with all tho facilities aflforded by later times 
we are unable to determine, whether all those 
which are commonly attributed to him, were 
the work of his hand; or whether some parts 
of diflferent plays, were not interpolated by 
others, or what was the exact original reading 
of many passages, the genuineness of which is 
undoubted ; or even how the author spelt his 
name! 

Now recollect in the first place, that the 
language used in Palestine in our Saviour's time 
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was Sjrro-Chaldaic, but the Gospels and Acts 
wcJre written in Greek ; so that even the original 
autographs were only translations of what was 
reported to have been said by any of the 
speakers ; and, in the second place, that there is 
no direct proof that any of the books of the 
New Testament were in existence prior to the 
second century ; that we have no original auto- 
graph of any of them; no manuscript copy of 
any part earlier than the fourth century ; that 
there is no such manuscript of the whole ; and 
that our received version is a translation of one, 
which was made up from a variety of different 
manuscripts^ of different parts, and dates ; all 
which are imperfect and fragmentary ; no two 
of them being exactly alike. 

Some parts of several of the books of the 
New Testament are generally allowed to be 
interpolations. In many instances the accounts 
of the same matters in different gospels do not 
agree ; and in some cases that objection applies 
directly to the use of the Greek article. I will 
take a single instance and leave it there. In 
Mark xii. 36 our Lord is reported to have said 
'^For David himself said, by (or rather "in ") 
the Holy Ghost." Accurately and literally, 
according to the Greek, it is ^* in the Spirit the 
holy,'' having the article applied both to the 
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substantive and to the adjective. Now, the same 
thing is related in Matthew xxii. 43, and there 
the Greek is accurately and literally given "in 
spirit/' without any article at all. 

I think, therefore, that the insertion or omis- 
sion of the Greek article, in any particular place 
or places in our composite collection of Christian 
scriptures, ought not to be relied upon as afford- 
ing any evidence that the actual speaker or 
author believed, or intended to assert, the doc- 
trine of the Trinity. 

With regard to the expression in Genesis, 
'^ Let us make man,'' etc., and the fact that the 
word which we translate "God" is a plural 
noun, and which circumstances have been relied 
upon as establishing the plurality of persons in 
the Godhead ; they appear to me to be for that 
purpose, utterly worthless. 

Assuming, for the sake of argument, the 
authenticity as well as genuineness of the whole 
of " the Books of Moses," the question still is 
(as before observed)— What wasitthattheauthor 
intended to represent and to impress by par- 
ticular expressions; and what was the meaning 
that was given to those expressions by the par- 
ties for whom they were primarily written? 
Did MoseSf or whoever was the author, believe 
that the Godhead was composed of more than 

B 
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one person ? Or did lie intend to make any state- 
ment or suggestion to that effect? Or did the 
Israelites understand any of such expressions in 
that way? The answer to each of those ques- 
tions must be entirely and most decidedly in 
the negative. Therefore, whether the plural 
pronoun, and the plural noun, were used to ex- 
press dignity, or otherwise, they were not in- 
tended to mean, and were not understood to 
mean, and therefore.AiSL not mean, any such thing 
as that which it is now contended they do mean. 
Consequently they do not afford the least evi- 
dence in support of the doctrine of the Trinity. 
A much more forcible argument is, that as the 
Greek words translated ''Holy Ghost*' ^e neuter 
nouns, the expression is applicable only to things^ 
and not to a person at all, much less to a superior 
being, particularly to Him who is called by a 
.masculine noun. In fact, if anything is to be 
decided by the description of the noun that 
stands for God, it seems to me to destroy the 
Athanasian Creed doctrine at once. How can 
God, a masculine noun (whether it be a singular 
or a plural one) comprise or be composed of 
two masculine nouns (Father and Son) and oue 
neuter noun (Spirit) ? And how can the neuter 
noun be ''such as *' the masculine nouns, or either 
of them? I contend that the *' Holy Ghosf is 
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a tbing, and not a person; and the grammar 
of the words establishes my position. 

" Before Abraham was, 1 am/' (John viii. 58) 
is said to be an assertion by Jesus of his right 
to assume the title by which God made himself 
known to the children of Israel, through Moses. 

In the same Gospel (ix. 9) the blind man is 
reported to have used precisely the same words: 
" I am." The translators have there added the 
word " he;" but it is not in the original. As 
regarded the blind man, the expression certainly 
meant '* I am he that sat and begged, that was 
blind and now see." Then why should not the 
very same words, as used by our Lord, have 
meant: '^I am he who, in the determinate 
counsels of God, was destined, before Abraham 
was bom, to come into the world for the salva- 
tion of men?" Why should that not have been 
the sense in which our Lord spoke, rather than 
one in which he no where else in all the Gospels 
ever expressed himself; that is, assuming a title 
which he continually repudiated? True it is, 
that the Jews took up stones to cast at him; so 
that they may have understood him in that 
way, though that is by no means a necessary 
conclusion. But if the expression he used did 
in fact, or by reasonable implication, signify 
that he called himself the God of Israel, there 
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would have been no necessity tor false witnesses 
being sought ; for that would have been a crime 
certainly punishable with death. 

** No man (properly no one) hath ascended up 
to heaven^ but he that came down from heayen^ 
even the son of man which is in heaven" 
(John iii. 13). 

How are we to take this? Literally or 
figuratively ? I care not which ; but, of course, 
the whole must be taken in the same way. 

If we take it literally, we are obliged to be- 
lieve first, that there is, in fact^ such a place, a 
particular ^' local habitation/' as heaven ; and 
secondly, that *^ the son of man'^ had originally 
come down from that place, and afterwards gone 
back to it, and was there at the moment of 
speaking. Now, the expression "son of man^' 
is frequently used in the Bible, and generally, 
though not always, by the speaker in reference 
to himself, as an individual man. According 
to the Creed, Christ was God and man — one 
altogether, '* not by confusion of substance, 
but by unity of person ; one not by conversion 
of the Godhead into flesh, but by taking of the 
manhood into God." Now, doubtless the divine 
part of Christ came from heaven ; but, surely, 
his manhood did not; any more than did that 
of his brethren, for he was "perfect man." 
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Therefore, ''the son of man," as '* touchiDg his 
manhood/' did not come down from heaven; 
and the assertion, if taken literally, is not true: 
therefore, the literal interpretation of it cannot 
be correct. 

But if we take it all figuratively, then we may 
reasonably believe, first that Heaven is not a 
place made with hands, but consists in community 
with God ; and secondly, that as Jesus Christ 
was immeasurably endowed with the spirit of 
God, and had been instructed by that spirit in 
all that he was to do, and teach, and suffer, and 
enjoy ; and was, through that spirit, then, at 
the time of speaking, in direct and intimate 
communion with God; he might well speak of 
himself, figuratively, as having come from, 
and gone to, and ^s being then in, heaven. 

Recollect that what was said, was so said 
to Nicodemus, who looked upon Jesus as 
'' a teacher, come from God ; for no man can do 
those miracles that thou doest except God be 
with him.** Nicodemus took the saying about 
being born again, literally; but he does not 
seem to have expressed or felt any surprise or 
difficulty about the assertion that the speaker 
was at that moment in heaven; therefore, he 
must have taken it figuratively: and (upon the 
grounds before stated) our Lord must have in- 
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tended that he should do so ; and therefore, a 
figurative interpretation is the only true one. 

The opening of St. John's Gospel should, I 
think, be interpreted as follows : — In the be- 
ginning of the transactions related in this Gos- 
pel, was the word of God as represented by 
Jesus Christ; he came from God, and was with 
God in the way intended to be asserted by 
Nicodemus, when he said that Jesus was a 
teacher come from God, and that God was 
with him. If God was with him, he was also 
with God (" as Thou, Father, art in me, and I in 
Thee ^*) ; and further, Jesus Christ was God — 
pre-eminently so — in the sense in which Christ 
himself said that human beings were called 
God ; and the repetition, " the same was in the 
beginning with God,^' refers to that immediate 
and intimate communication which was made 
to our Lord when he was led or driven by the 
spirit into the wilderness after his baptism. 

All the other texts relied on as establishing 
the absolute Godhead of Christ are, in my 
opinion, open to, and may be explained and re- 
futed by, similar solutions. 
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CHAPTER VIII. 

INCONSISTENCIES. 

We are told in the Athanasian Creed and 
required to believe that '* such as the Father is^ 
such is the Son, and such the Holy Ghost." 

We are told by a higher authority, that **the 
Father judgeth no man, but hath committed 
all judgment to the son " ! It is therefore to the 
Son that we are to look for our final award. 
Yet the absolution in the Book of Common 
Prayer refers to the Father only as the absolv- 
ing power. ^'Almighty God, the Father of our 
Lord Jesus Christ, who (the Father) desireth 
not the death of a sinner, but rather that he 
may turn from his wickedness and liv6, and 
hath given power and commandment to his 
ministers to declare and pronounce to his people, 
being penitent, the absolution and remission 
of their sins, he (the Father) pardoneth and 
absolveth all those that truly repent and un- 
feignedly believe Ais holy Gospel; wherefore let us 
beseech him (the Father) to grant us true re- 
pentance and At9 holy spirit, that those things 
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may pkase him which we do at this present, and 
that the rest of our life hereafter may be pure 
and holy, so that at the last we may come to 
his (the Father's) eternal joy, through Jesus 
Christ, our Lord/' 

To be consistent, the absolution ought to 
have been in the name of God the Son, — ^not 
God the Father. 

We are also told and required to believe that 
the glory of each of the three persons in the God- 
head is equal and the majesty eternal. Now, 
in John xvii. 22, 23, our Lord addressing God 
the Father, says: '* And the glory which thou 
gavest me, I have given them (the disciples). 
The second article of belief declares that God 
and man were joined together in the womb in 
the person of Christ, never to be divided. It 
was Christ who sppke, the God-man, and he 
says that it was the Father who gave him (the 
God-man) his glory. But the God-man was 
not existing prior to the birth of Jesus. There* 
fore, the glory was given to Christ by the Father 
after the nativity; how then could the glory of 
the son be equal to the glory of the Father? 
Besides, if that be carried out, it will prove that 
the glory of the disciples, being the same that 
was given to the son, was equal to the glory of 
the Father. Besides again, we are told (Bo- 
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mans vi. 4) that ^^ Christ was raised from the 
dead by the glory of the Father ;'' not his own. 
Besides again, surely glory is a portion of ma- 
jesty I but if the glory of the son was given to 
him by the Father, it could not have been co- 
eternal (**from everlasting^^) with that of the 
Father ; and, consequently, the majesty of the 
son consisting, in part, of that glory, could not 
have been co-eternal with the majesty of the 
Father. 

Again, St. Peter told Cornelius that God on- 
nointed Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy Ghost» 
etc., which is a distinct declaration that Jesus 
of Nazareth (the man) at one time existed sepa- 
rately from the Holy Ghost, and seems to me 
a clear contradiction, not only to the doctrine 
expressed in the Athanasian Creed, but also to 
the second article of belief. 

We are told and required to believe that 
Christ was perfect Gt>d, and also perfect man; 
the latter '' subsisting '^ of a reasonable soul 
and human flesh ; and such union existed (ac- 
cording to the same article) from the conception, 
and was never divided ! Did such union exist 
immediately before his death ? If so, what was 
the cause or meaning of that dreadful cry, *' My 
God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?" 

Perhaps it will be said, that exclamation was 



^8 THOUGHTS ON THE 

only a quotation from the Psalms, and is not to 
be taken as our Lord's own original expression ! 
Be it so! but what is the effect of that? We 
do not use the words of others, except when 
they are more applicable to^ or expressive of our 
position or feelings^ than any we can originate 
ourselves. Now the words of the Psalmist were 
those of a man, ** pure and simple,'^ and were 
intended to express^ and did express^ his utter 
dismay and prostration at having aU his pro- 
tection from and communion with God with- 
drawn or suspended ! Was that the case with 
Christ on the cross ? Did he feel it to be so ? Did 
he intend^ or was he involuntarily or otherwise 
induced to express that feeling ? If it were so^ 
it was because he was in the same condition as 
that expressed by the Psalmist I If it were not 
so^ why did he use an expression of another* 
which was not applicable to his own case? There 
cannot be a doubt that when Christ uttered those 
awful words, he actually felt himself in the 
position described in them. But if he were 
really ''God-man/' as asserted in the Creed and 
Articles, he could not have felt or expressed 
what was not true ; therefore he did feel, and 
he was, forsaken by his God. 

Again^ if Christ were perfect God and perfect 
man, (I write with the deepest reverence) what 
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became of his human spirit or ^' reasonable soul ** 
after his death upon the Cross? Was it, ac- 
cording to the Hindoo belief, absorbed into the 
spirit of God? or did, and does it now, exist in 
a distinct form or nature separate from the 
spirit of (according to the Athanasian Creed) 
God the son? 

We are told that unless we believe certain 
dogmas stated in the Athanasian Creed, we 
" shall, without doubt, perish everlastingly." We 
are told that the spirit of man is so debased by 
the sin of Adam, that we cannot believe what is 
required of ns, except the Holy Ghost be pleased 

m 

to instruct and guide us. ^^No man can say 
Jesus is the Lord, but by the Holy Ghost," 
that Holy Ghost being one of the three several 
persons of the Godhead, in all respects such as 
the Father, and such as the Son, and being 
especially "the Lord and Giver of Life;** so that 
it depends entirely upon the Holy Ghost whether 
we shall be saved or " perish everlastingly " I 

And yet the only prayer, the only aspiration 
that is directed by the Book of Common Prayer 
to be oflfered to the third person of the Trinity 
in the ordinary services of the Church, is that 
in the beginning of the Litany (a separate ser* 
vice in itself,' and one that need not be read at 
all), '* O God the Holy Ghost, proceeding from 
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the Father and the Son, have mercy upon us^ 
miserable sinners." One single sentence I 

** The Apostles* Creed/* Why was it so 
called? Was it because that was all that was 
taught to, or required of men^ in their time ? 
If so, the arguments which I have attempted to 
express, are established. The Apostles' Creed, 
as contained in the Book of Common Prayer 
(as I think it ought to have been translated, and 
to be now read and understood) may be sub- 
scribed by any Christian; thus, 

*' I believe in God (namely) the Father al- 
mighty. Maker of heaven and earth : I also be- 
lieve in Jesus Christ, His only Son, our Lord, 
who was conceived by divine inspiration, bom 
of the Virgin Mary, sufTered under Pontius 
Pilate, was crucified, dead and buried : he des- 
cended into Hades, or the grave: the third day 
he rose again from the dead : he ascended into 
heaven; and sitteth on the right hand of God, 
the Father Almighty; from thence he shall 
come to judge the quick and the dead. I also 
believe in divine inspiration, the holy universal 
Church, the communion of the saints, the for- 
giveness of sins, the resurrection of the body^ 
and the life everlasting.** 

There is nothing in the Apostles* Creed, stating 
or implying anything like the Athanasian Creed. 
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On the contrary, the onLj person who is called 
God (and that twice over) is the Father: nothing 
is said about the Son^ that can be held to imply 
that he was *' equal to the Father as touching 
his Godhead : '' and nothing is said about the 
Holy Ghost^ that implies that he (or it) had any 
personality at all. 

Why was not the Chutch (or rather why were 
not her ministers) satisfied with that Creed, 
which might have continued truly Catholic^ that 
is, universal ? Why was it thought necessary 
or expedient to compose the Nicene Creed, three 
hundred years after the death of Christ; or the 
Athanasian Creed, which is understood to have 
been concocfced by an African bishop a century 
later, and long after the death of the person 
whose name it bears? 
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CHAPTER IX. 

GOSPEL. 

^'And Jesus went about all Galilee teaching 
in their synagogues; and preaching the gospel 
of the kingdom" (Matt. iv. 23). 

'* Gospel" means simply " Glad-tidings." 
What was that Gospel? What were those 
Glad-tidings? 

They were, that God was our most merciful 
and loving Father, Love itself ; that Jesus was 
the Christ '^ that should come ; " that 4he dead 
would rise again; that they would be judged by 
Christ, and receive rewards or punishments, ac- 
cording to their works ; that remission of sins 
was to be obtained, not by or through ceremo- 
nial observances, but by repentance and purity 
of life; and that the sum and substance of the 
commandments, were contained in love to God 
and our fellow creatures. '* This is life eternal, 
that they might know Thee (the Father), the 
only true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou 
hast sent/' "A i\,ew commandment give I 
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unto you^ that ye love one another." That was 
the Gospel that was preached by our Lord him- 
self ! What was the Gospel that was preached 
by his Apostles? 

In 1 Cor. XV., St. Paul expressly declares what 
the Gospel which he preached, and by which 
the disciples were saved, was ! What was that 
Gospel? Was it the doctrine attempted to be 
expressed in the Athanasian Creed, and which 
we are therein told that unless we believe, we 
shall certainly not be saved? or was it simply 
that Christ died, and rose again, and (in proof 
of which) was seen by the Apostles and others? 
It was the grand doctrine of the resurrection 
from the dead ds proved by the resurrection of 
Christ. "If Christ be not risen, then is our 
preaching vain, and your faith is also vain." 
The whole of that most beautiful chapter, is 
summed up in that verse ! That was the Gospel 
which was preached by St. Paul, and by which 
his converts were ^ved ! And in like manner 
his recommendation to the Romans (xii. and 
xiii.) as to the means by which they should 
qualify themselves to receive the mercy of God, 
was, not that they should hold or profess a dog- 
matical and incomprehensible belief in the 
nature and persons of Him, whom he had just 
before described as ''unsearchable and past 
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finding out/' but that they should do justice^ 
love mercy, and walk humbly with their God ; 
winding up the whole of his system of morality^ 
with the injunction (given as a new command- 
ment by Christ, and repeated and pressed upon 
the disciples by all the Apostles^ and particularly 
by St. John) that they should love one another, 
for that love was the fulfilling of the Law. 

So in Romans x. 8, etc., St. Paul says, '^ The 
word of faith which we preach, that if thou 
shalt confess with thy mouth, the Lord Jesus^ 
and shalt believe in thy heart that God hatb 
raised him from the dead, thou shalt be saved; 
for with the heart man believeth unto righteous- 
ness, and with the mouth confession is made 
unto salvation.^' This is the Gospel according 
to which he had told them (ii. 16) God would 
judge the secrets of men by Jesus Christ. 

Paul at Antioch, preaching to the Jews ! 
What did he say? That Jesus was he that was 
promised to Abraham and*to David, was cruci- 
fied, dead, and buried,- that God raised him 
from the dead; and that they (Paul and 
Barnabas) declared to the Jews Glad*tidings 
(Gospel); viz., that the coming of Jesus was 
the fulfilment of the promise; that through 
that man was preached the forgiveness of sins; 
and that by him, all that believed, were justified 
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from all things from which they could not be 
justified by the law of Moses! (Acts xiii.). 

What did Paul preach at Athens? "Jesus 
and the resurrection '' (Acts xvii. 18). " God 
that made the world, etc. He will judge the 
world in righteousness by that man whom he 
hath ordained ; whereof he hath given assurance 
unto all men ; in that he hath raised him from 
the dead'' (31). 

Paul told the elders of the Church at Ephesus 
that he had kept back nothing that was profit- 
able to them^ but had taught them repentance 
towards God^ and faith toward our Lord Jesus 
Christ (Acts xx. 18, etc.). Which is as much 
as to say that that was all that it was profitable 
to them to know. 

At the conclusion of the Acts we are told 
that Paul expounded and testified the kingdom 
of God: preaching the kingdom of God, and 
teaching those things which concern the Lord 
Jesus Christ, with all confidence ; no man for- 
bidding him ! 

Where is there anything about believing in 
or confessing the Holy Ghost to be the third 
person in the Trinity in this ? or in St. Peter's 
confession of feith? or in 'that of Martha or 
the Eunuch, or Cornelius ; or anywhere else in 
the New Testament? 
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The first Epistle of St. John (as well as his 
Gospel) seems to have been written partly to 
protest against the heresy which had then 
begun to be broached, that Christ had not, in 
fact, come in the flesh: — that is to say, that the 
body of Jesus was not an ordinary human body, 
— which heresy St. John says is Anti-Christ. 

The principal object of the Epistle seems to 
have been to assert the positive humanity of 
Christ,- the never-failing beneficence of the 
Father, and the main points in the Christian 
religion, thus — 

Hereby know ye the Spirit of God: every 
spirit that confesseth that Jesus is come in the 
flesh, is of God : Hereby know we the spirit 
of truth from the spirit of error: Whoso- 
ever believeth that Jesus is the Christ, is born 
of God; and overcometh the world. Those 
who believe in the name of the Son of God, 
have eternal life. Those who believe are the 
Sons of God : — And although we know not 
what we shall be after this life, yet we know 
that as Christ was human, we shall be like 
him ! Therefore we ought to purify ourselves, 
as he is pure. Those who commit sin are 
strangers tp Christ; but those who act 
righteously are righteous. 

There is nothing whatever as to the necessity 
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or propriety of our believing any sucb doctrine 
as that stated in the Athanasian Creed! — 
nothing whatever to show that the expression 
"Holy Ghosf means anything more than 
divine inspiration. 

"With respect to the passage about the three 
witnesses — the genuineness bf which is more 
than doubted — I think them open to easy 
explanation: — 

^^ There are three that bear record in heaven ; 
the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost ; 
and these three are one ; and there are three 
that bear witness on earth; the spirit, and 
the water^ and the blood; and these three agree 
in one." Now, what was it to which the 
several witnesses were to bear record, or witness 
— which is the same thing? The Apostle 
himself tells us, " And this is the record, that 
God hath given us eternal life, and that this 
life is in his Son." That is, in other words, 
that God had raised up Jesus, and would raise 
us also ; and, that after our deaths we should 
live again, as Jesus had died, and was then 
living ! And this was proved by the three 
earthly witnesses, namely, the spirit which 
Jesus gave up on the cross, and the water and 
blood that flowed from the wound in his side, 
which would have caused certain and imme- 
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diate death, if he had not been dead already. 
And those three witnesses concurred in proving 
his perfect humanity and actual death. The 
three heavenly witnesses were the Father, who 
raised Jesus from the dead ; Christ himself, so 
raised ; and the divine Spirit, commission and 
power, with whiCh he was endowed! And 
these three were one; not one in being, or 
unity of persons, but one in the sense in which 
the Apostle uses that word in the 10th, 12th, 
13th and 14th chapters of his Gospel; namely, 
one, in unison together, acting in the same 
spirit and work, — as we say, " as one man," — 
or as St. Paul says, ** I and Apollos are one — 
for we are labourers together " — or rather 
'^ fellow labourers/' 

In this Epistle there is a strong illustrative 
proof of what I have advanced about the 
personality of the Holy Spirit. St. John 
speaks of '* the spirit of truth,'* — and he also 
says "the spirit is truth." — If, then, the spirit 
of truth is truth itself, the Spirit of God is 
God Himself; and not a separate and inde- 
pendent person. 

The whole scope and tenor of St. John's 
Gospel and Epistles, tend to show the correct- 
ness of my views of the Christian religion — 
and particularly that it is one of love. 
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CHAPTER X. 

CONCLUSION. 

" Hear, O Israel, Jehovah thy God is one 
Jehovah!" The more literal, accurate, and 
effective translation would have been, " Hear 
O Israel, Jehovah thy God, Jehovah is 
one ! " 

What could have been, or is, the meaning or 
object of the assertion, according io the com- 
mon version? No one has ever contended, or 
supposed that there was, or is, more than one 
Jehovah ! That is the name of the Godhead : 
and all Christians as well as Jews and Mahome- 
dans, nay, even '^the poor Indian, whose 
untutored mind sees God in clouds, and hears 
him in the wind," are all agreed in that, and 
always have been. The solemn declaration 
'* Jehovah is one,'^ would therefore have been 
a useless, not to say unmeaning, truisim if it 
is to be taken as asserting only that there was 
but one Godhead. But take it in its original 
and true meaning, and it is a most emphatic 
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and pointed declaration that the God of the 
Jews was one, and one only; a Unity, not a 
Trinity; one Being; one Person {one Every- 
thing ! One, in the sense in which St. Paul 
told the Ephesians '^ there is one body and one 
spirit" (namely human), "even as ye are called 
in one hope of your calling, one Lord, one faith, 
one baptism, one God and Father of all '' etc. 
And, as he said again, in Gal. iii. 30, ''God is 
one." 

I do not see how any other meaning can be 
given to the original expression, except by help 
of the distorted translation contained in our 
received version; and which may have been 
made for the purpose of avoiding the objection 
to the then established doctrine of the Trinity 
that would have arisen from the true rendering. 

I believe in one God (namely) the Father 
Almighty, maker of heaven and earth, and of 
all things visible and invisible. I believe that 
he is, and always has been, and always will be, 
the supreme Ruler and Governor of the uni- 
verse, and our most beneficent and merciful 
Father. I believe that he is the sole and indi- 
visible person, of or in the Godhead I that he 
is a spirit ; that his spirit pervades all space ; 
that the divine or immortal part of man, is a 
portion of or an emanation from, that spirit 
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(God breathed into man's nostrils the breath of 
life ; that is, he inspired him with the spirit of 
life, a living or immortal spirit ; " Ye are the 
temple of God, and the Spirit of God dwelleth 
in you." " What ! know ye not that your body 
is the temple of the Holy Ghost which is in you, 
which ye have of God; and ye are not your 
own." <'One God and Father of all, who is 
above all, and through all, and in you all.") I 
believe that such connection between God and 
man, is what entitles us to call him Father, and 
makes us responsible for our use or abuse, of 
the Holy Spirit that is in us. I believe that 
Jesus Christ (whether supernaturally begotten 
or not, does not seem to me of any real moment) 
was an extraordinary and mysterious combina- 
tion between God and man: that such com- 
bination consisted in the man being inspired 
YQth the Spirit of God "without measure; 
and that he thus became ^^the image of God, 
" the wisdom of God and the power of God, 
the representative of God; and, so to speak, 
God himself. I believe that Christ was sent 
into the world by God, to teach men (and be it 
remembered that he said himself that A^ was only 
sent to the Jews) a new religion ; viz., one of 
the heart and life, instead of ceremonial obser- 
vauces ; that (as he said himself,) the end for 
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which he was born, and the cause for which he 
was sent into the world, was that he should bear 
witness unto the truth ! Christ tells us what was 
the end for which he was bom-, and St. Paul 
(Som. xiv. 9) tells us what was the ^id for 
which he died and rose and lived again-, viz.^ 
*' That he might be Lord both of the dead and 
living/' He fulfilled the end for which he was 
born, by preaching the Gospel of Truth; and 
proving that truth by his acts, his death, and 
his resurrection ! And he fulfilled the end for 
which he died and rose and lived again, by being 
exalted above all earthly and (save One) hea- 
venly beings^ and seated at the right hand of 
the Father^ that is, given the most honoured 
and powerful place in the counsels of God. 
All power being given to him in heaven and in 
earth, and all things being put under him^ until 
his enemies shall be destroyed : the last enemy 
being Death ! But how can death be the last 
enemy, if after death, the " arch-enemy " is to 
continue to reign over the souls of the wicked? 
That would be a contradiction. Therefore the 
death which is to be Christ's last enemy here- 
after, is not the physical death of man as a 
mortal; but the death, the destruction, the 
extinguishment, of Sin^ and its consequent evils^ 
the period when all will be admitted to ^' life 
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eternal ; " it being the declared will of God^ that 
none should perish^ but that all should be saved^ 
and come to repentance and a knowledge of the 
truth. 

Although, as St. John says, we do not know what 
we shall be after death, I believe that the dis- 
embodied spirit of man receives its judgment 
immediately. It is either admitted into heaven, 
by which I mean, communion with God and 
Christ, or it is excluded from such communion; 
which is what is meant by being sent to hell. 
Thus, to him that hath communion with God 
on earth shall be given a more intimate com- 
munion with him in heaven, and he shall have 
more and more abundantly; whilst from him 
who hath not availed himself of the communion 
with God which is given to him on earth shall 
be taken even- that which he had. There are 
(I believe) different grades or degrees in which 
such admission or exclusion into or from heaven 
is awarded; and such different grades or degrees 
depend upon how far each disembodied spirit 
is, at the time of its disembodiment^ fit to enter 
into, or to be discarded from, such communion: 
^' one star differeth from another star in glory, 
so also is the resurrection from the dead.'^ The 
punishment of the wicked will consist in a con- 
sciousness of^ and sorrow for, their exclusion 
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from communion with God and Christ. This 
sorrow and consequent punishment will natu- 
rally be in proportion to the extent of such ex- 
clusion. Such sorrow will bring repentance, 
which will be rewarded by a gradual lessening 
of the distance from heaven, and bringing the 
offending spirit into a fit state to be admitted 
within the fold of the sheep, in which all Jihat 
are so admitted will go on progressing in holi- 
ness until they all become as pure as Christ 
himself. Even ** the spirits of the just '' will 
have to be ^* made perfect/^ Thus, Christ is the 
Head (the vicegerent or representation of the 
Father), over all things, to the church : and he 
will continue that government until the Father 
shall, in his own time, think proper to resume 
it, " when will come the end;" and Christ will 
deliver up the kingdom, and God will be all in 
all. 

"Was this the truth, or something like the 
truth, to which Christ came to bear witness, 
and which was taught by himself and his 
apostles ? Or was such truth something that 
he himself never declared, even up to the time 
of his ascension; which is not to be collected 
from the teachings of those whom he sent into 
the world — just as the Father had sent him into 
the world — except by strained interpretations of 
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particular texts or expressions; and which it 
took three or four centuries to put into shape 
by the Nicene and Athanasian Creeds? 

If the doctrine of the Trinity were the truth 
(or any part of the truth) to which our Saviour 
or his Apostles were intended to bear witness, 
would not such doctrine have been expressly and 
clearly stated by him or them or some or one of 
them ; and not have been left in such a vague 
and unsatisfactory way, that those who maintain 
it are compelled to confess that it is a theory, 
which human language, and human minds^ are 
alike totally inadequate to demonstrate or con- 
ceive? 

And yet we are told that this, which no 
human thought is sufficient to contemplate, no 
human language is able to convey, is something 
which we must believe^ or " without doubt perish 
everlastingly " I This is that which we are told 
is so simple that " he who runs may read ^M ! ! 

" Let every man be fully persuaded in his own 
mind'' (Bom. xiv. 5). 

Amen ! 
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